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1. Prc e_rty OWNErs agree — via Prop 218
& 'e_ctlon — {0 pay for project
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‘f: =’12— If Prop 218 doesn’t get majority approval,
“County has no further responsibility or
obligations
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50 LOCSD’ liabilities remain theirs — no
S ansfer to general County taxpayers
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—— 6 LOCSD won't initiate any additional
work on this project to avoid
duplicative efforts and agreement that
County would have sole responsibility for

project
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SRNOecl Agency: Solutions

—A Jolur o though the County is the only
or)rLc 1 with certainty

—A] ﬂed Proposition 218 vote leaves significant

L - _-

=== ..anertalnty with a bankrupt LOCSD

e State Implemented Solutions
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~ Upity to Decide What Level o

Jitigation To"Achieve
pScaVaiermintiisioniMitigationiievels

’1 i

J

T

Project Impact,

Overall Basin

Absolute Relative to Balance (at
Volume Current Current Pumping
Level Mitigated (AFY) Conditions (AFY) Rates) (AFY) Description
Level O 0 -90 -550 No mitigation of seawater intrusion
Level 1 90 to 140 0 to 50 -460 to -410 Mitigation of seawater intrusion similar
to current conditions
Level 2 190 to 240 100 to 150 -360 to -310 Maximum mitigation of seawater
intrusion possible without purveyor
participation
Level 3 550 to 600 460 to 510 0 to 50 Achievement of a balanced basin at
present water use rates
Level 4 780 to 830 690 to 740 230 to 280 Achievement of balanced basin at
buildout
Notes:

In addition to the benefits associated with complying with the WDR.

One acre-foot/year (AFY) is equal to 892 gallons per day (GPD).
Level 3 and Level 4 are possible to achieve, but only with extensive infrastructure reconfiguration by

the water purveyors.
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Sewater Mitigation: PoterRiial s
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REGIONAL

CLAY
AQUITARD AQUIFER

SEA WATER
WEDGE
SEA WATER
INTRUSION

Cleath & Associates
May 2007
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ﬁ;-%-‘C—I:rapter 3—Collection System
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on System Options

Treatment at East-of-Town Site

—— -

Biosolids

Pond
or
N\ S—.
or
Biolac Subclass B
Hauling
| | Gravity

Oxidation Ditch

Reuse/Disposal

v v v

Level 1 (SWIMitigation = Level 2 (SWI Mitigation = Level 3 (SWIMitigation =
90-140 AFY) 190-240 AFY) 550-590 AFY)

slo8072-7630.ai
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o Chapter 4—Treatment Technologies
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' Treatment Facility Sites



ent.Facility. Site, Optionsss

High Priority
Properties with fewest
constraints and most
advantageous location

for construction of
treatment plant

Tri-wW
The Tri-W location is

the cnly in-town site
carried forward

Lower Priority
Properties with more
constraints and less

advantagecus location

than high pricrity site

Lowest Priority

Properties with most
constraints that would

render them last choices
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= -hapter /—Summary of Viable Project
- Alternatives (Community Options)
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sEthe Basis for: Parallel Efforts
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Analysis Options
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Diligence l

Project
o= 4 Funding Design &

P 218
Vote

Construction
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Alternatives Analysis
Technology, Siting, and VWater
Management Objectives

Enginesring Estimates

Funding Authorizations - Siate
Constitution Article XD
(Proposition 218 of 1987

Advisory Committee and
Community Advisory Survey

Environmental Studies and
Repaorts - Calfomia Envircnmental
Cluality Act (CEQA) Compliance

Due Diligence

Cost Escalation [ § Millions )

CRITERIA 8% PRE > FOR DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL EIR

OTHER AGENCY INVOLVEMENT: RWGQCE, SWRCE, COASTAL, HCP, OTHER PERMITS, FROJECT PLAN

|
$20 $25 $30 $35 §$40 %45 4% 5.']' $55 560 565 $70 $75 %80 585 §30 I $95 $100
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2008 200 ; | 2008 !
O Draft Viable Final Viable
s Project ; Project
~ © Alternatives §F Q:egl‘ft“’es Community
= Report t Prop 218 Vote Adwsog Vote
& B
~Peer Review ‘
of Existing: =V NS Project Engineering  Alternative Refinement
Information = Alt ti Deadline (Environmental Review,
pRlasCia ES Value Engineering and
Advisory Project Financing)
Committee
Pro/Con

Evaluation
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Prop 218 Ballot

Due Diligencea Panod
Camrmunity Advisory Vole
Draft CEQA and Draft NEPS

Parmit Plan and Scheduls

Pre-dasign(1H4)

= Parmittirg

Statutary Assassrmeant Deadling
Funding'

Assassmeants Collection Pariod
Final Dasign

Valus Enginsering

Hid Award and Mobilization

Canstrustion
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2wject Cost Estimates .

65%

Collection

$ 65-90 M — Capital
$ 0.5-0.8 M/yr— O & M

Chapter 3
y i
Neeeerhy 15% Total o ol o
Treatment ‘_ Pro l ect Disposal/Reuse
$ 11.8-23.4 M — Capital $ 13-30 M — Capital
$05-1.8M/yr—-0O&M Costs \J $01-1.1 Myr—-O &M
Chapter 4 $134-210 M Chapter 2
el ) | ‘ A \
Ya \%{\, 2% ' / 2007 \\ 1% %
©_JTreatment Site Construction |  pjggglids B
] Costs $ 0-2.3 M - Capital
% 1-3 M - Capital $ 0.03-0.5 M/yr— O & M

Chapter 6 Chapter 5
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- — Los Osos Affordability
EPA Affordability by : ensus Househo

=

Household Age Category

MHI & Household figures from the 2000 U.S. Census

EPA Monthly Affordability Threshold derived from the EPA’s “Information for the States on
Developing Affordability Criteria for Drinking Water” Appendix E

EPA
Monthly
Affordability
Threshold

Estimated
Monthly
Financial
Burden
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=) County Staff, Consultants,
and Legal Counsel

) County Board of
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Jmm) Property Owners
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> County Staffi, Consultants,
legellCounsel LPrivate/ Bondl
Markets,” and Other Agencies
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IBE) County Staff and Consulting
Engineers

3 Ium:fr&  from State &
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..Prdject Construction  ymm) Private Industry Contractors

1) County Staff and Consultants
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e Project Operations IBS) County or Private Operators
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